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Notes on Response

13-001 12 13 13-21ff This compilation of published data is the most impressive piece of 
assessment scholarship in this report.  There are some 
inconsistencies between peatland carbon stock estimates presented 
in this chapter and the corresponding estimates presented in Chapter
12.  These inconsistencies and their implications should be 
explained.

X We initially tried to make the data for these two chapters consistent,
particularly with reference to the area and carbon stocks of 
Canadian wetlands.  I believe that these are completely consistent 
now (there was one minor change required).  The authors of 
Chapters 12 and 13 occasionally chose to use somewhat different 
flux estimates for Canadian and Alaskan wetlands, but I believe that
the fluxes in Ch. 12 are well (and extensively) justified.  I also 
worked with R. A. Houghton to make the areas, pools, and fluxes 
consistent between the chapters and to minimize double counting.
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